But that language served only for the occasion. In fact, the outline before us will 
show that the compositions are large and ambitious, the composites formidable 
and defining. Any description of the tractate’s structure that dismisses as mere 
accretions or intrusions so large a proportion of the whole misleads. Any notion 
that “footnotes” and “appendices” impede exposition and disrupt thought, 
contribute extraneous information or form tacked-on appendages — any such 
notion begs the question: then why fill up so much space with such purposeless 
information? The right way is to ask whether the document’s topical composites 
play a role in the re-presentation of the Mishnah-tractate by the compilers of the 
Talmud of the Land of Israel. We have therefore to test two hypotheses: 


1. the topical composites (“‘appendices,” “footnotes”’) do belong and serve the 
compilers’ purpose 


or 


2. the topical composites do not participate in the re-presentation of the Mishnah- 
tractate by Yerushalmi and do not belong because they add nothing and change 
nothing. 


The two hypotheses may be tested against the evidence framed in response to a 
single question: is this topical composite necessary? The answer to that question 
lies in our asking, what happens to the reading of the Mishnah-tractate in light of 
the topical composites that would not happen were we to read the same tractate 
without them? The outline that follows systematically raises that question, with 
results specified in due course. It suffices here to state the simple result of our 
reading of the tractate, start to finish: the question of structure, therefore also that 
of system, rests upon the position we identify for that massive component of the 
tractate that comprises not Mishnah-commentary but free-standing compositions 
and composites of compositions formed for a purpose other than Mishnah- 
commentary. 


The principal rubrics are given in small caps. The outline takes as its principal 
rubrics two large-scale organizing principles. 


The first is the divisions of the Mishnah-tractate to which the Talmud of the Land 
of Israel-tractate serves as a commentary. That simple fact validates the claim that 
the tractate exhibits a fully-articulated structure. But the outline must also 
underscore that the Mishnah-tractate provides both more and less than the 
paramount outline of the Talmud of the Land of Israel-tractate. It is more because 
sentences in the Mishnah-tractate are not analyzed at all. These untreated 
Mishnah-sentences are given in bold face lower case caps, like the rest of the 
Mishnah, but then are specified by underlining and enclosure in square brackets. 


Second, it is less because the structure of the tractate accommodates large 
composites that address topics not defined by the Mishnah-tractate. That brings us 


